tist 
ese 
ay 
ent 


; of 
Lich 
eter 
lich 
irit 
rid: 
face 
; do 
and 
and 
lave 
well 
and 


ears 
vhen 
urch 
ccept 
holy 
| for 
sub- 
feth- 
r the 
pro- 
peril 
vhich 
tages 


mt im 
ty of 
heolo- 
estern 


pal of 


ind ts 


He 


= 





Periodical C 


_ CHRISTIANITY ai CH, 


A BI-WEEKLY JOURNAL OF CHRISTIAN OPINION 


REF. STACK 5 








Volume 1, No. 10 


June 16, 1941 


$1.50 per year ;10 cents iper copy 








The President and the People 


[* MOMENTS of great national danger, the de- 
cisive factor in American life is the relationship 
between the people and the President. If there is 
mutual confidence and continuous interchange of con- 
viction, the chances are good that dangers will be met 
and overcome. 

The characteristic feature of our governmental 
structure is its division of powers and system of 
checks and balances. In this structure, as it has come 
to function latterly, the relationship of the President 
to the people is unique. In addition to being the 
Chief Executive, the President is the one man charged 
with responsibility to think and speak for the whole 
people. The commonweal is his peculiar concern. 
Though he-is expected to take sides in purely do- 
mestic controversies, when the security and freedom 
of the United States are at stake, it is his task to 
represent the public interest of the nation as a whole. 

The role of the President in discharging this re- 
sponsibility can be variously interpreted. At one 
extreme the demand is sometimes made for him to 
crusade in behalf of absolute ideals regardless of 
popular feeling. To do so would be to betray the 
obligations of his high office and to upset gravely the 
sound balance of governmental structure, as well as 
to commit political suicide. At the other extreme are 
those who wish the President to function merely as 
a marionette, acting only in response to the tug of 
popular will. In normal times the Republic might 
survive in spite of a marionette President. In times 
like the present, the Republic could hardly survive. 


II 


In recent years there have developed two new in- 
struments of communication between the President 
and the people which have radically modified this 
relationship, and thereby the functioning of our Fed- 
eral system. One is the radio, the other the poll of 
public opinion. 

Traditionally, a President who wished to convey 
important views to the populace as a whole was de- 
pendent upon the uncertain medium of the Press or 


upon indirect report through the people’s representa- 
tives in Congress. When the latter failed him, 
President Wilson had no recourse but to go over the 
heads of Congressmen to their constituents in a 
nation-wide speaking tour. In this heroic attempt, 
his health failed him; the issue was never decided. 
Today, the President can announce a “fireside chat.” 
He is enabled to speak personally and intimately to 
the overwhelming majority of the nation, more di- 
rectly and intimately indeed than is possible for Sen- 
ators or Representatives. 

On the other hand, the “public opinion poll” has 
assumed a role of novel importance in our national 
polity. It is well known that the week-by-week fluc- 
tuations in the Gallup Poll, and in the less publicized 
but more scientific and dependable Princeton studies 
in public opinion, are scrutinized carefully not only 
by the general public but by the President himself. 
No calculus of the popular will can be wholly accu- 
rate. But there is reason to believe that in the present 
emergency these surveys have often furnished a more 
reliable index of the nation’s views than the reflec- 
tions of these views in Congress. When the Presi- 
dent wishes to test public sentiment on a crucial issue, 
he is no longer dependent upon consultation with 
Congressional leaders. 

These factors, rather than desire to circumvent 
traditional Constitutional procedures, may be respon- 
sible for the lessened role of Congress in the forma- 
tion of public policy. The President and the people 
have achieved more direct and dependable channels 
of communication. Thus the relations of public and 
President take on new and heightened importance. 


Ill 


If the nation is to survive this hour of grave peril, 
the President must be neither dictator nor marionette. 
He must act in response to the will of the majority, 
but at the same time he must report the facts and 
explain the issues so that the people will know how 
to make up their minds. The relationship between 
President and people requires the President to tell 
the truth to the people, and then the people to make 





known their wishes to the President. Out of this 
exciiange of information and opinion, the nation will 
make up its mind. A people’s policy will emerge. 
Then the President can act with the full authority 
of the nation behind him. 

The most disquieting single fact in our domestic 
situation in recent weeks has been that this two-way 
relationship, so vital to effective national action, has 
not been functioning effectively. The President’s 
silence through four long months while the fate of 
civilization seemed to hang in the balance has bred 
increasing confusion and uncertainty in the public 
mind. The people were perplexed and mystified. 
Confidence in the nation’s leadership was beginning 
to slacken. 

The President’s broadcast on May 27th has gone 
far to right an unhappy and dangerous imbalance in 
the national polity. The people have been given the 
word of information and interpretation for which 
they have been waiting. It is now their responsi- 
bility to make known to the President and to the 


world, through the various channels recently devel- 
oped, that they comprehend the issues and that they 
give unqualified and unstinted support to their Execu- 
tive in all needful measures. Then, it is hoped that 
the President will keep active this process of inter- 
communication by frequent reports direct to the 
nation. 


IV 


The capacity of the American form of government 
for survival is being tested on two fronts. Can a 
democratic nation awake to its peril and rally to its 
own defense in time to repel the onslaught of totali- 
tarian intrigue and might? And can the delicate 
internal mechanisms of democracy, contrived pri- 
marily as safeguards against domestic usurpation 
rather than foreign tyranny, function effectively 
under the menace of total attack? In the answer to 
the latter issue, the crucial factor is the relation of 
the President and the people. The fate of the nation 
may hang upon that answer. 


Pacifism and America First 


REINHOLD NIEBUHR 


RECENT development in the anti-war and iso- 

lationist movement may, if fully analyzed, 
throw some interesting light upon the whole religious 
history of America in the past decades. This de- 
velopment is the increasingly intimate relation be- 
tween pacifist groups and the “America First” move- 
ment. 

At a recent Lindbergh meeting Dr. John Haynes 
Holmes offered the invocation and another nationally 
known pacifist clergyman is reported to have sent a 
letter of endorsement. The “Ministers No War” 
committee which is alleged to be receiving support 
from the “America First” committee has now spon- 
sored a new movement, the “Churchmen’s Campaign 
for Peace Through Mediation.” According to the 
chairman, Dr. Albert W. Palmer, this movement 
“will be patterned closely after that carried on by 
Senator Burton K. Wheeler and Colonel Charles A. 
Lindbergh and the ‘America First’ committee.” 
Furthermore, many pacifist clergymen have openly 
joined the “America First” committee although this 
committee believes in the strongest possible military 
and naval defense of our hemisphere. 

This increasingly intimate relation between those 
who are supposedly religious absolutists and a politi- 
cal movement which has no trace of religious idealism 
or perfectionism in its program, must be understood 


in the light of the criticisms levelled by the religious 
perfectionists against those of us who believe that 
our Christian faith is not incompatible with our con- 
viction that tyranny must be resisted. We are told 
that God may have winked at the times of man’s 
ignorance but since the discovery of the “historical 
Jesus” and His “way of love” it is no longer possible 
for Christians to be identified with any political 
movement except one which is based upon the pro- 
gram of “perfect love.” The mail of every inter- 
ventionist Christian leader is filled with letters accus- 
ing him of “crucifying the Lord afresh,” of being a 
“traitor to the gospel,” and of “being unworthy of 
his Christian calling.” 

The presupposition of all this criticism is, of 
course, that there is a “gospel” political program, 
based upon the Sermon on the Mount, and that any- 
one who engages in the rather dreadful but necessary 
business of resisting aggression and defying tyranny 
is untrue to his Christian faith. Many of the critics 
admonish the victims of their criticism to “love” 
Hitler ; and manage in the same breath to pour such 
maledictions upon those in the household of faith 
with whom they disagree that one is tempted to sug- 
gest that the “love” which they would lavish upon 
Hitler might appropriately be extended to fellow- 
Christians who happen to have a different interpreta- 
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tion of the meaning of the Christian faith than these 
critics. 

It has always been apparent that most of these 
criticisms proceed from a type of religious liberalism 
which has only the scantiest understanding of politi- 
cal realities and an almost equally limited under- 
standing of the final demands of the Christian ethic, 
which transcends all historic existence and is yet 
never irrelevant to any historic action. If either 
politics or the final demands which God makes upon 
the human conscience were clearly understood, it 
would have been apparent long before a tragic war 
situation clarified the point, that there is no political 
program which stands in a direct relation to the ethic 
of the Sermon on the Mount; and that the only per- 
sonal ethic which stands in such a relation is one 
which prompts the earnest believer to choose martyr- 
dom rather than resistance to evil (a course of action 
which only a few perfectionists have ever followed 
consistently with reference to their own interests). 
So great is the confusion of the champions and 
protagonists of “love” in politics and life about the 
relation of the absolute demands of God upon our 
conscience and the relative evil of all our actions, that 
many of them work themselves into a perfect fury 
in criticizing their foes, not recognizing that the 
identification of our relative political and moral per- 
spectives with the absolute will of God is sin in its 
quintessential form. Those of us who are non- 
resisters in politics are in fact constantly confronted 
with the difficult spiritual task of trying to be non- 
resisters toward unjust accusations of those who 
profess non-resistance as a creed. One must exempt 
from this charge, of course, the genuine religious 
perfectionists who do not mix politics with their 
creed of perfection and who give proof of that 
“broken spirit and contrite heart” which ideally still 
preserve the “unity in Christ” between those who 
have different political convictions. 

Since it is precisely the political school, rather than 
the more purely religious type of pacifism which is 
most cruel and self-righteous in condemning its foes, 
it is important to analyze the political creed with 
which it identifies itself increasingly. Is there any- 
thing of the Sermon on the Mount in this political 
creed? Is there any touch of gospel perfection in 
it? To answer that question let us look at the latest 
pronouncements of Mr. Lindbergh and Senator 
Wheeler, made at a recent “America First” rally. 

Mr. Lindbergh declares himself “ready to fight 
anybody and everybody who attempts to interfere 
with our hemisphere” and he believes that we can 
“rely upon our own strength, our own ability and 
our own courage to preserve this nation and to defeat 
anyone who is rash enough to attack us.” If there is 
anything in the gospel which outlaws all wars except 
those with hemispheric defense as their purpose, we 


have not been properly instructed in the Scripture. 
Admitting that hemispheric defense is a highly rela- 
tive political objective, why should it be more Chris- 
tian to believe that the hemisphere can be defended 
by military might alone than to believe, as many of us 
do, that a Nazi victory will make the defense of 
South America practically impossible ? 


National Self-Interest 


One of the main planks in the “America First” 
platform is that we must rely purely upon our own 
resources. Mr. Lindbergh declares that we “can 
compete in commerce or in war with any combination 
of foreign powers” and Senator Wheeler asserts that 
“no nation dependent upon another is or can be an 
independent nation.” One wonders whether, by that 
standard, there has ever been an independent nation, 
for certainly there have been few nations in the his- 
tory of the world who could match the combined 
might of all other nations. The idea that America 
can stand alone and preserve all the virtues of its 
present civilization, even if forced to defend its heri- 
tage against a totalitarian world, belongs in the 
category of military and political strategy. We know 
of no religion which throws any light upon such 
strategic questions. In so far as there are moral 
implications in this problem of strategy we should 
have though: that a policy which emphasizes that we 
are “members one of another” would be a little 
nearer to a gospel ethic than one which rests upon 
American pride. 

An ironic aspect of this strange alliance between 
Christian idealists and the protagonists of national 
self-interest in its narrowest terms was made ap- 
parent in the President’s address to the nation on 
May 27th. The President was careful to justify his 
course of defense purely to our hemisphere. Of 
course, he did try to extend the concept of hemi- 
spheric defense so that it would include more than 
the repulsion of an actual invasion and would antici- 
pate strategic movements which might make invasion 
by the enemy easier. But he did not dare go beyond 
that, in the hope of finding a formula which would 
broaden the basis of unity for this sadly divided 
nation. 

Nevertheless, the emphasis was so strongly upon 
our own interests and our own defense, that one 
wonders what “Christian idealists” think of this 
limitation upon national policy, forced upon the Gov- 
ernment by their intimate allies, the proponents of 
“America First.” Does it sound very “Christian” to 
them? If it does, what becomes of their criticism of 
other nations and empires, who are accused of lack- 
ing Christian principles because they act only when 
their own interests are involved? 

We understand, of course, better than the Chris- 





tian idealists, that geography sets certain limits to 
moral principles in politics, and that no degree of 
moral imagination can make a European nation out 
of one which must have its eyes upon two oceans and 
which enjoys the comparative security of its own 
continent. Nevertheless, one would expect Chris- 
tians to have a certain sense of uneasiness about these 
geographic limitations rather than to revel in them. 


Political and Spiritual Defeatism 


Mr. Lindbergh has reiterated in his recent address, 
what he has constantly asserted, that one reason he 
is opposed to America’s entry into the war is because 
the Allies had lost the war before they began it. “I 
knew,” he said, “that Britain and France were not in 
a position to win and I did not want them to lose.” 
Here again is a strategic issue. Does such defeatism 
on a strategic question have more gospel warrant 
than a more hopeful view? Since unwillingness to 
join issue with a ruthless opponent inevitably invites 
further and further encroachments, must we be 
driven to the conclusion that it is “unchristian” to 
challenge an enemy because one’s own previous gov- 
ernments were foolish enough to ailow that enemy 
to gain air superiority ? 

Another basic tenet of “America First” is, in the 
words of Mr. Lindbergh, that “democracy is not 
likely to survive such a conflict,” and in the words of 
Senator Wheeler that “if we enter the conflict we will 
become in that moment a regimented nation—and 
from such a state democracy could hardly be re- 
stored.” It must be observed that some members of 
“America First” mean by “democracy,” in the words 
of Archibald MacLeish, “the chance to make ten 
millions in the market.” But even supposing their 
devotion to essential democracy to be genuine, are we 
to regard the political dictum that the inevitable re- 
strictions of liberty in time of war lead to the perma- 
nent destruction of democracy, to be a particularly 
“Christian” judgment? It is a judgment frequently 
made by all kinds of libertarians who equate democ- 
racy with the right of everyone to do as he pleases. 
Granting that the burdens of war subject a national 
social system to great strains which might, if the 
social system is very unhealthy, lead to its destruc- 
tion, is it more “Christian” to believe that one cannot 
oppose tyranny without becoming transmuted into a 
tyranny than to believe that submission to tyranny 
presents a nation with a more intolerable fate? Must 
one, in order to be a Christian, really believe that 
democratic values are more imperiled in Britain than 
in France and that, whatever the outcome of the war, 
Britain would have a more tolerable democracy if 
she had followed one Munich with a dozen more 
Munichs? 


If this is really a “Christian” judgment, then 
Christianity dooms us to slavery. For to say that 
democracy cannot resist tyranny without becoming 
totalitarian is to seal the doom of democracy. Any 
democratic civilization which believed such a dictum 
would have to yield to every demand of the dictators, 
and would invite the dictators to make constantly 
fresh demands, in the certain knowledge that the 
democratic civilization which they were bent upon 
destroying was inhibited by fears and scruples from 
offering effective resistance. 

What strange strategic and political philosophies 
have achieved the aura of sanctity under the minis- 
trations of our religious perfectionists! What curi- 
ous doctrines may be preached in the name of the 
“gospel” while those of us who believe that we owe 
an obligation to protect our own and other peoples’ 
liberties, by resistance if necessary, are consigned to 
the outer hell reserved for apostates. 


Idea of a Negotiated Peace 


The final dictum which brings “America First,” 
the “Ministers No War” committee and the religious 
“Churchmen’s Campaign for Peace Through Media- 
tion” closer together than any other, is the idea that 
a negotiated peace is possible at the present time and 
that it represents a real alternative to what is ad- 
mittedly a dark future for all of us as we assume 
the task of continued resistance. Here Senator 
Wheeler and Stanley Jones speak the same language 
and utter the same ideas. Senator Wheeler declares, 
“You, Mr. President, could appeal to the world for 
peace. You could appeal not to Hitler, not to Mus- 
solini or to Churchill, but to the people of Germany, 
Italy and Japan. You could demand that the war 
makers, the Hitlers of Germany, the Churchills of 
England and the Knoxes and Stimsons step down 
and out. I believe you could bring about the peace 
of the world, if you would.” This curious appeal 
reaches the limits of unrealistic politics. How are 
Hitler and Mussolini to be overthrown without a 
military defeat? Does Senator Wheeler know of 
anyone who is making a similar appeal in Germany? 
Does he know how the people of Germany can be 
reached by such an appeal? 

This idea of a peace through mediation has become 
the particular vehicle of “religious idealism” in this 
final hour of America’s decision. Some of its pro- 


ponents distinguished themselves at the outbreak of 
the war by asking the President to set up a perpetual 
peace conference consisting of Italy (at that time 
not in the war) and of the small nations of Europe 
who have since been swallowed up. This was her- 
alded as a possible “diplomacy in the grand style.” 
Must one really believe such political nonsense in 
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order to be a “Christian”? And must one now 
believe that a totalitarian tyranny which is within an 
ace of victory (at least in its own estimation), which 
controls practically the whole continent of Europe, 
which has good prospects of controlling South Amer- 
ica as well, and which regards the political confusion 
expressed in these very fantasies as one of its assets, 
would be ready to offer a “decent” peace? Must one 
really be a sophomore in matters of politics and 
strategy in order to be a Christian? 


Confusion in Religious Perfectionism 


The fact is, that every one of the propositions, 
political, strategic, and moral which Christians are 
asked to accept as a more “idealistic” solution of the 
world’s problems than that which the rest of us, 
who know of no way of defeating tyranny without 
resisting it, can offer, is a revelation of the spiritual 
and moral confusion which has characterized so much 
of our Protestant Christianity in recent decades. A 
religious perfectionism which shuns the realities of 
politics in one moment and embraces the sorriest po- 
litical relativities in the next is the natural fruit of 
decades of sentimentality in which religious absolutes 
were regarded as easily achieved goals of political 
justice. It is the fruit of a “religious idealism” which 
never gauged the tragic factors of human sin in 
human history adequately. It was an idealism osten- 
sibly devoted to the “truth,” but yet unwilling to face 
the truth about man. It met every attempt to face 
the human situation realistically with the admonition 
that we must not “discourage” man. If he were to 
learn what depths of evil there are in his soul and to 
what depths of malignancy his common life might 
sink, he might not continue to be “idealistic.” As a 
consequence this whole culture is unable to gauge the 
peril which it faces. It may well be that our civiliza- 
tion will not survive. It has been too filled with 
sentimental and utopian illusions to know what a 
precious and precarious thing any achievement of 
human justice is, how easily it can be destroyed by 
the vicissitudes of history, and how readily it may 
succumb to the decay which it has itself nourished. 

If it does not survive it would be a quite appro- 
priate though terrible fate, if its final destruction 
should have been hastened by the fantasies of re- 
ligious idealists who had, in the words of Karl Barth, 
“mistaken humility before the foe for humility before 
God”; who had involved themselves in American 
pride in their effort to state the gospel truth that all 
men are sinners (having failed to include America 
in this sweeping judgment) ; and who had imagined 
that the peace which Vichy enjoys was somehow 
closer to the peace of the Kingdom of God, than the 
horrible realities of war. One might dismiss all these 


confusions as the mistakes of good people who are 
ignorant of the realities of politics and strategy. But 
the fact is that every mistake points to, and is derived 
from, a basically false analysis of human history and 
human nature. 

We are living in a tragic era in which no alterna- 
tives are pleasant and every possible policy presents 
hazards and uncertainties. In such a situation it is 
important to remember that equally sincere men will 
choose courses which will seem abhorrent one to the 
other. In this situation there can be “unity in Christ” 
only on the highest level of religious experience, at 
which point we know both ourselves and our foes, 
whether they be Nazis or those who would come to 
terms with them, to be equally in need of divine 
mercy. 

If, however, political utopianism is substituted for 
this ultimate reconciliation in Christ, and if those 
who do not believe in this kind of utopianism are cast 
into outer darkness and accused of apostasy, then 
the apostles of reconciliation become the bearers of a 
moral fury which knows nothing of reconciliation 
because it knows nothing of the universality of hu- 
man sin. Seeking to establish a sinless position in 
politics, it ends by involving itself in a political 
program which regards capitulation to tyranny or 
illusions in regard to the realities of the struggle as 
more sinless or more Christian than the alternative 
policy. 

It is necessary for us who do not agree with this 
program not only to express our opinion that it repre- 
sents bad politics, but also that it is derived from 
bad religion. The political confusions in it arise 
from religious illusions. This is the final fruit of a 
theological movement which thinks that the Kingdom 
of God is a simple extension of human history and 
that men may progress from the one to the other at 
any time if they have become sufficiently courageous, 
pure and self-less. All such illusions finally end in 
disaster. Communist utopianism ends in the sorry 
realities of Stalinism and this liberal-Christian uto- 
pianism ends by giving the dubious politics of “Amer- 
ica First” the sanctity of the Sermon on the Mount. 


Geography, Christianity and Politics 


T HAS become fashionable to equate a geographic 
interpretation of politics with a Christian one. 
Some of the same men, who are now seeking a nego- 
tiated peace with Hitler, beguiled the Christian 
Church some years ago with a plan for getting rid of 
war, merely by securing a promise from every nation 
that it would not “cross the boundaries” of another. 
Now we are told that we have nothing to fear from 
European anarchy, so long as the Atlantic Ocean 
protects us against a physical invasion of our shores. 





There is, of course, no reality in this geographic 
interpretation of politics. Nations are not just geo- 
graphic entities but concretions and organizations of 
collective human vitalities. These vitalities cannot be 
contained within geographic limits any more than an 
individual can find the formula of peace with his 
neighbors by remaining studiously within his own 
house and never venturing upon the street. He must 
venture out and mix with his fellows in the marts of 
commerce and the institutions of common culture. 
In that common world lie all the possibilities of crea- 
tivity and of conflict. To shun that common world 
and flee into the sanctuary of the home in order to 
avoid conflict, merely means to destroy life. It could 
not be maintained either physically or spiritually in 
pure isolation. 

The life of nations offers an almost complete anal- 
ogy to this picture of the individual, even though an 
international society is not as highly integrated as a 


Commerce between nations is not 
It is the physical 
basis of the international community, frequently cor- 
rupted by greed, of course, and the basis of rivalry 
between nations as well as of the mutual dependence 


national one. 
merely the instrument of greed. 


of nations. But that is true of all human intercourse. 

To equate peace with security against a physical 
invasion of our country is to reduce life to a primitive 
level, which it has not known since the first primitive 
tribes began to have intercourse with one another. 
The idealists who propose this way out of interna- 
tional difficulties do not seem to realize that the logic 
by which they would destroy war would also destroy 
the community. Only vegetables are completely 
rooted to their own soil. All higher forms of life 
create and destroy, live in mutual dependence and in 
mutual conflict in areas of geography on land and sea, 
which are not strictly their own. 

R.N. 


The World Church: News and Notes 


Presbyterians on the Church and War 


A lively debate preceded the adoption of resolutions on 
the Church and Peace in the General Assembly of the 
Presbyterian Church. The original draft of the resolu- 
tions was considerably altered by amendments, most of 
which qualified the original document in the direction of 
insisting upon the necessity of distinguishing between 
aggressor nations and their victims. 

The Resolution reads in part: 

“. . . Christians are united in affirming that the Gos- 
pel is the Gospel of justice, love and brotherhood. 
Especially in the midst of a world at war, the Church, 
through the prayers, fellowship, vision, and sacrificial 
endeavors of her members, must witness to that spirit 
and life through which alone can come the healing of the 
nations. 

“It is the duty of Church and government to work for 
a just and peaceable ordering of human life, within each 
nation and in the society of nations, and for the further- 
ance of desirable change without violence. Both must 
labor to remove those tempers and injustices which cause 
conflict, and to establish peace. 

“War, wherever it appears, is a manifestation of the 
power of sin in the world. It defies the righteousness of 
God, disrupts His worldwide family, and outrages the 
human personalities which Christ came to redeem. Even 
when war is waged with sincere purpose to restrain evil, 
it tends to produce greater evils than those against which 
it is directed. The Church, which is the Body of Christ 
set in the world to preach the Gospel of Peace, must ever 
bear witness to this character of war. If occasions arise 


when the government deems it necessary to wage war, 
Christians, whether as private citizens or as public offi- 


cers, are bound in relation to it, to obey their consciences 
before God, who alone is Lord of the conscience; and the 
Church must recognize and uphold their duty thus to 
obey conscience, whatever its commands may be. When- 
ever war occurs the Church must be true to its nature 
as the Universal Christian Community, the Body of 
Christ, whose members, even though scattered among 
the contending parties, must ever preserve the unity of 
the Spirit in Christ praying, laboring and suffering for 
one another and looking for the coming of the Kingdom 
of God, which is righteousness, peace and joy in the 
Holy Spirit. 

“We humbly confess that our own nation shares in the 
guilt that has occasioned the present world conflict. But 
we believe that it is the duty of a Church which worships 
a God of justice to recognize a moral distinction between 
enslaving dictatorships which invade the lands of others, 
and those peoples which are valiantly defending their 
liberties and spiritual heritages; and we believe that our 
country should sustain them to the utmost in their brave 
struggle. But General Assembly records its conviction 
that much more is still to be gained in meeting the needs 
of the world by America remaining free from military 
participation in the present conflict, not in any spirit of 
selfish isolationism, nor of moral irresponsibility, but with 
a clear view of joining with other nations in constructive 
efforts toward a lasting peace. At the same time we 
recognize that honest differences of opinion exist today 
within the church as to the part our nation should take, 
and we solemnly declare that the church’s chief duty is to 
stress the unity of the spirit in the midst of diversity of 
feeling. We therefore recognize as part of the church 
both the sincere conscience that feels the necessity of 
participation and the sincere conscience that cannot par- 
ticipate in the military struggle.” 
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Episcopalians Against "Holy War” 


Some sixty students and teachers of the General Theo- 
logical Seminary in New York City recently published 
a statement on the war, which has been mistakenly inter- 
preted by the public press as pacifist. No pacifist signed 
the letter and the signatories included many strong inter- 
ventionists. The reference to a cartoon in a New York 
paper is prompted by a cartoon in the New York Daily 
News depicting Bishop Manning presiding at a wedding 
ceremony between America and war. The statement 
seeks quite properly to state the Christian position in the 
present conflict in such a way as to avoid the simple 
identification between the political cause to which we 
are loyal and the will of God. 

The statement follows: 

“Reports in the public press have called attention to a 
problem which we believe demands clarification. The 
impression has been conveyed that those Episcopalians 
who support participation of the United States in the 
present European war do so in the belief that such 
pariicipation is synonymous with the absolute will of 
God. This is a gross misinterpretation. That there is 
real confusion and misunderstanding among lay people 
is evidenced by a cartoon recently published in a New 
York paper, creating considerable dismay and indig- 
nation. 

“Christians believe that the will of God is a demand 
by the Creator for adherence to righteousness and truth, 
and adherence which must underlie and temper any atti- 
tude toward the problems of this present age. Christians 
who support aid to Britain do not so act in blind identi- 
fication of their personal opinion with the will of God. 
Nor does their commitment deny the reality of divine 
judgment on us and on our participation. 

“This is not a holy war; no war is holy. Nor is this 
a holy nation. If, in any way, the United States is an 
instrument of God in the extirpation of evil in the world, 
it is a very imperfect instrument. Any sense of a 
divine mission comes from the greater good over evil, 
wherever that evil be found whether abroad or at home. 
The Christian cannot help but affirm his real sense of 
shame and responsibility for this present conflict, but 
in all humility he looks for the triumph of right in a 
true peace.” 


They Choose War Rather Than Slavery 


A group of clergymen who are members of the “Fight 
for Freedom Committee” have sent a communication to 
their colleagues in the ministry in which they declare: 
“To our fellow clergymen and to the werld, we confess 
how difficult is the decision before us. Many of us 
served in the ranks in the last war. We know war and 
battle at first hand. We know, too, the fierce taunt of 
those who mocked us then, and mock us now, as blood- 
thirsty, as war mongers, or as false to our ideals of 
peace and of love. We must face the taunt in utter 
candor. We believe that a Christian can fight as a 
soldier to defend the weak, to relieve the oppressed, to 
stop aggression, to provide collective security. . . . 

“The signers of this document are not equating 
Democracy with the Kingdom of God. Neither do we 
believe that all Germans are brutes. . . . 


“We admit whatever guilt may rightly attach itself to 
us as clergy, to our nation, or to our natural allies in this 
conflict. We admit that we have failed to exert ourselves 
adequately to safeguard the Peace after the World 
Wee 

“Although a victory for Britain and her friends may 
not be essential to the preservation of Christianity which 
has more than once existed underground, a defeat of 
Britain would menace our every liberty and every in- 
stitution. . 

“Our choice is not between black and white, it is not 
an easy clean-cut decision between good and evil, but that 
kind of choice most frequent in life. Between two grave 
alternatives we choose the one which promises most for 
the future. While there are still a few friendly democ- 
racies left to fight beside us, we choose, with our eyes 
wide open, between the rigors and sacrifices of war, and 
the defeat of all civil liberties, the certainty of spiritual 
slavery. We believe that the hour is late, that now is the 
time to help England with ships, guns, food, planes and 
such armed forces as are necessary for victory.’. . .” 

The declaration is signed by the following: George 
Stewart, minister, First Presbyterian Church, Stamford, 
Connecticut; Henry W. Hobson, Bishop of Southern 
Ohio; Henry P. Van Dusen, Union Theological Semi- 
nary; Arthur Lee Kinsolving, Rector, Trinity Church, 
Princeton, New Jersey; John T. Dallas, Bishop of New 
Hampshire; Albert C. Knudson, Boston University, 
School of Theology. 


Northern Baptists Reject Isolationist Motion 


The Northern Baptist Convention, meeting in Wichita, 
Kansas, voted down a resolution which reminded the 
President of his campaign pledges to keep us out of war. 
The vote was 513 to 343. A substitute motion was 
adopted commending the President for his efforts to 
avoid participation in the conflict. 

The Reverend W. A. Elliott of Ottawa, Kansas, was 
elected President and Governor Harold Stassen of Min- 
nesota, Vice President, of the convention for the ensuing 
year. 


British Students Find Reality 


Alan Richardson, Educational Secretary of the British 
Student Christian Federation, writes in The Student 
World on the change in theological outlook as “between 
the student-soldier generation of 1940 and that of 1914. 
In 1914 the liberal idea of God as the beneficent Father 
was dominant to the exclusion of the idea of God as 
Judge. Consequently attention was focussed upon the 
problem of suffering: how could this kindly Deity permit 
the agonies of the World War? The answer was that 
God Himself was the chief sufferer amongst the afflic- 
tions of His Children; Christ, broken and dying on the 
Cross, was the truest picture of the loving and wounded 
heart of God. Today this line of thought is not promi- 
nent, and the problem of suffering does not present the 
enormous difficulty which it formerly did. A more 
truly Biblical idea of God, not only as Father. but also 
as Judge, is present in the mind at any rate of Christian 
students. . . . The existence of war and its sufferings is 
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not now an argument against the existence of a God of 
love, but an overwhelming confirmation of belief in His 
reality. We have turned again to the teaching of the 
Old Testament prophets and to the New Testament 
doctrine of Christ’s mercy; and if the tokens of His 
wrath (we do not shrink from that word today) are 
visible in our wrecked suburban villas—symbols of a 
godless and pleasure-loving order of society—the earnest- 
ness of His mercy is discernible in the possibilities of a 
juster and nobler world which shall be built when our 
sins and follies have been purged by the sacrifices of 
those ‘lesser calvaries’ on many a foreign battlefield and 
in many an English city... . 

“When a stern theology—a theology of the severity 
and gocdness of God—is presented to our thoughtful 
students, they flock in great numbers to hear it preached, 
as the evidence of recent University missions and lectures 
on the Christian faith has abundantly demonstrated; stu- 
dents are more than ever athirst to hear what the Bible 
has to say. The Bible answers their present mood... . 
There is a readiness to acknowledge a common guilt, 
and to admit that in the eyes of the All-righteous God 
differences in the degree of wickedness in which we all 
have shared will not be accepted as excuses for the 
failure to forgive. . . .” 


Communications 
Sirs: 

As one of your first subscribers I am greatly disap- 
pointed in your running the article “Labor and Defense” 
in the April issue. 

I had hoped we could concentrate on the matter of 
America’s duty in the world situation rather than take 
up a lot of these divisive matters just now. It is the 
very thing which has split the United States now into 
two camps. 

If you lived in Chicago and saw the frightful murders 
here and elsewhere in the name of Labor, many of 
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which are of the “Goon” and Communist type, you 
would not make a plea for “Getting a hearing for labor 
by violence.” These manifestations are largely from the 
Fifth Column and NOT from the type you imagine as 
merely trying to get a fair and horiest hearing for 
Labor. 

The article shows such an amateurish familiarity with 
the cardinal principles of modern economic situations 
that I am surprised at its appearance. 

Let us concentrate on the duty we have of fusing 
together those who ought to act with unselfishness rather 
than just saving our faces, and not introduce schismatic 
matters needlessly. 

Charles P. Proudfit, 

General Secretary. 

Board of Education of the United 
Presbyterian Church of North 
America. 


The editorial referred to above was not written by an 
amateur, but by a man on our Editorial Board who has 
spent years in the study of the relation of Christianity 
to labor problems. 

We believe it is as important to maintain democratic 
justice at home as it is to defend Democracy against 
external peril. We also think it important to make 
distinctions between Fifth Column activities and the 
legitimate demands of labor for justice in the defense 


economy. 
The Editors. 


Sirs: 

Thanks for the brief but timely editorial, “Let Us 
Reason More Carefully,” in the issue of April 21st. To 
read in the New York Times the report of the assault 
on Labor by a New York minister, which was greeted 
with applause by his congregation was a disturbing and 
shocking incident, to say the least. It is not a healthy 
or encouraging portent for the future welfare of the 
Christian Church when such an assault can be made and 
met with such approval. The speaker exhibited in- 
excusable blind partisanship, prejudice, and a total dis- 
regard for truth when he made the following assertion: 
“One of the most serious events in the history of our 
country occurred when the U. S. Government itself drove 
a wedge between capital and labor, and declared every- 
thing on capital’s side was bad, and everything on labor’s 
side was good.” That this Administration, or any other 
Administration in Washington, ever made such a state- 
ment, cannot be substantiated, because it is simply not so. 

Roderick C. Jackson, 
The First Presbyterian Church, 
Winfield, Kansas. 


If you desire to sell CHRISTIANITY AND CRISIS 
at the literature table of your church or church organiza- 
tion, write us for our special offer for those who take 
the journal in larger numbers on consignment. 
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